JAYANTABHATTA AND THE VEDAS* 

By 

H. G. Narahari 

For many years it was my privilege to know Dr. I. J. S. Taraporewalla as 
a great Vedic scholar who had the rare ability to approach Vedic problems with 
a very thorough Avestan back-ground. He had read carefully much of what I 
have written about the Veda and offered me very valuable advice from time to 
time. To this Volume dedicated to his memory I can do no better than offer a 
paper which, were he alive, would have brought me his learned comments. 

Professedly the Nyayamanjan of Jayantabhatta is only a gloss ( vrtti) on 
select Nyaya aphorisms of Gautama, but it is really an independent treatise whose 
object is to establish the supremacy of the Nyaya view in contemporary thought. 
As a result the work takes upon an encyclopaedic character and may even be 
looked upon as a sort of medieval history of Indian Religion and philosophy. 

An early aphorism 1 of Gautama is Jayantabhatta’s opportunity to expound 
some of his very valuable views on Vedic literature. It is not possible to consider 
all these views within the length of the present paper. I select for consideration 
now only two of them, the one concerned with the authorship of the Veda and the 
other with the place of the Athcirva among the four Vedas. 

Now, the authorship of the Vedas is one of those subjects where opinion is 
sharply divided between modern scholars and those that go by the name of tradi¬ 
tionalists ; the latter believe that the Vedas have really no author at all and, 
if each hymn or group of hymns is associated with the name of a Rsi, it is only 
because that particular Rsi ‘saw’ or ‘discovered’ it; according to the former, 
‘seeing or discovering’ a hymn is only a euphemism for ‘composition’ and the Veda, 
as an aggregate of the compositions of a large number of Rsis , is of collective author¬ 
ship. 

* In a summarized form this paper was submitted to the XVIII All-India Oriental Conference, 
Chidambaram, December 1955. The following abbreviations are used by me in this paper :— 


AV 

= Atharvaveda 

NS 

= Nyaya Sutras of Gautama 

Ch.Up. 

= Chandogya Upanisad 

RV 

= Rgveda 

GPB 

= Gopatha Brahmana 

SB 

= Satapatha Brahmana 

MB 

= Vyakarana Mahabhasya of 

TB 

= Taittiriya Brahmana 


Patafijali 

TS 

= Taittiriya Samhita 

MMS 

= Mimamsa Sutras of Jaimini 

VP 

= Visnu Purana 

MN 

= Mahanarayana Upanisad 

VS 

= Vaisesika Sutras of Kanada 

MS 

= Manu Smrti 

YS 

= Yajnavalkya Smrti. 

NM 

= Nyayamaiijari of Jayantabhatta 



1. Nyayasutra , 1.1.7. 
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Jayantabhatta, as a true Naiyayika, is naturally as averse as the modern 
scholar to the theory of the authorlessness of the Veda, a theory which, to him, 
has its origin only in the fancy of the Mimamsakas. It is Jayantabhatta’s firm 
view that, as a verbal composition, the Veda must have an author and in this 
respect it cannot be different from any other literary work ( Vaidikyo racandh 
kartrpurvikdh racanatvat laukikaracanavat ). 2 If the Mimarhsaka would have 3 
that the Veda, as a text orally learnt from a teacher (gurvadhyayanapurvaka) 
is really beginningless ( anadi ), it can be pointed out that the case of the Maha- 
bharata is not different. If the Mahabharata has its author in Krsnadvaipayana 
alias Parasarya, so has the Veda in Prajapati. Prajapati cannot be distinguished 
as an invisible author because no one alive now nor any of his immediate ancestors 
has ever seen Dvaipayana : 4 

3T«T 5FRTI ^ I fRT I 

tqmtsfq- f% ?.rt ^farcrfwrt: n 

And it is no valid reason to adduce to say 5 that the Veda cannot have an 
author as no one remembers him ( asmaryamanakartrkatva). Is it ever conceivable 
asks Jayantabhatta, 6 that there can exist, by itself, an arrangement of words 
without a human agency ? : 

•r fe w; : , 

Vt *R3TR: RRT : WZ W, SR II 
7SHT RRr Rfcf II 

Jffe RTVTfRR RRt RRT *1% I 
R fk ?R RRT RT ^ R II 

As an arrangement of words, there can be no difference between Sam no 
devir abhistaya on the one hand and Ndrdyanarh namaskrtya or Asty uttarasydrh 
disi devatatma on the other. If, inspite of all these arguments, the Mlmariisakas 
still see a speciality in the Vedic sentence and adduce the reputation ( yarns ) they 
enjoy among the orthodox, the Naiyayika can only say he can find no valid reason 
for this preposterous theory : 

ifmvm m: fwg; q*ft r f'RR 

RSffR R fasRJ TVRiTR rrf RTR RTfR: II 

As a text the Veda may have a special status as compared with the Maha- 
bharata or Kumarasambhava. To maintain this status it is not at all necessary 
for the Veda to be authorless ; a special work can have a special author (yad 

2. NM., I. 213. 

3. Ibid., 1.214. 

4. NM., I. 214. 

5. Ibid., I. 215 f. 

6. Ibid., I. 216. 
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vilaksaneyarh racana tad vilaksana eva karta’numiyatam ). 1 Even in the case 
of popular works whose authors are known, each work has its own distinctive 
value. Soaked in honey, smeared with the cool paste of the sandal and pulverized 
by the rays of the Moon are the sweet words of Kalidasa 8 : 

3PT^T ^TrTT : I 

: spTfo^TCTFT FtFT: II 

o e. cs 

And Bana bewitches all other poets by his sparkling words arrayed dexter¬ 
ously so as to yield rich meaning suiting each particular context ( prakatarasa - 
nugunavikataksararacandcamatkaritasakalakavikuld banasya vacah ). 9 


If, like Panini or Pingala, this special author is not also well-known, it is either 
becatise of the extreme antiquity of the composition of the veda ( Vedakaranaka - 
lasyatidaviyastvat) or of the peculiarity of the body of this being as compared with 
that of all ordinary human beings ( sakalapurusavilaksanatvat ). But His existence 
cannot be denied for He is known by Inference (Anumana) and Verbal Testimony 
(Agama ). 10 Even as the weaver can be inferred by looking at the cloth woven by 
him, so is the author of the Veda known by looking at it : 11 


fGSWT 3 FT %FTTSTlfta% I 
^Sfq- TxpTT ?5FTT spTTFT iJFT ipsRTPT II 


Since a composition like the Veda can be the work only of an omniscient 
(Sarvajna) Person, this author is no other than God ( Isvara) who created elements 
like the Earth ( yenaiva kartra prthivyddikdryarh nirmitam ). 12 And even as Isvara 
could create the entire variegated Universe single-handed, so did He compose 
all the four Vedas, Rg, Yajus, Sama and Atharva, which are all concerned with the 
same religious act ( Karma ) 13 : 


• SpjffaT- 


^■# 3 - II 


To those who would accept the authority of the Vedas but make an exception 14 
in the case of .the Atharvaveda on the ground that it is outside the pale of the 


7. NM., I. 216. 

8. Ibid., p. 217. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Ibid., p. 217 f. 

11. Ibid., p. 218. 

12. NM., I. 218-219. 

13. Ibid., p. 220. 

14. Ibid., pp. 231 f. ; for elaboration on this point see H. G. Narahari, Indian Culture, 
1940, VI. 369 ff. 
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Trayi , a group recognised both by Sruti 15 and Smrti 16 , Jayantabhatta would point 
out that their attitude is wholely improper; when Jaimini 17 propounded the infalli¬ 
bility of the Vedas or when both Kanada 18 and Aksapada 19 made a similar declaration 
they meant all the four Vedas; the Mimariisakas cannot say that the Atharvaveda 
is not authoritative because it is of known authorship; nor can the Naiyayikas 
hold, in a similar way, that only the three Vedas are the pronouncements of an 
Apta , not the Atharvaveda also. 

Further, there are a number of passages 20 in the Sruti as well as Smrti which 
recognise the importance of the Atharvaveda. The TS . 21 refers to the Atharvaveda 
saying : “Tvam ague puskarad adhy atharvd nir amanthata .” The §B. 22 contains 
the statement “S o'yam atharvano vedah .” And the Ch. Up . 23 says that Atharvan 
is the fourth Veda (atharvanah caturthah). To the MS. 24 the Atharvaveda is as much 
a Sruti as any of the three other Vedas. When the YS . 25 mentions the fourteen 
branches of Knowledge ( vidyasthanani ), it takes into account four Vedas, not 
merely three. The VP. 26 is more explicit when it mentions the four Vedas (vedah 
catvarah) in the course of its enumeration of the varieties of knowledge ( Vidya). 

Certain traditional writers of eminence like Patanjali and Sahara seem to 
step aside from the general group which looks upon the Atharvaveda with dis¬ 
favour; in citing samples from the four Vedas, the former cites 27 first from the 
Atharvaveda ; and Sahara cites often 28 from the Maudaka and the Paippalada 
sakhas of the Atharvaveda. 


Nor can it be maintained that the AV. teaches not the sacrificial cult that 
is the main theme of the three other Vedas and that it consequently deserves its 
divorce from the pale of the Trayi. In the performance of sacrificial rites like 
Isti, Pasu , Ekaha , Ahina and satra the teachings of this Veda have seldom been 


15. RV., X.90.9 ; TB., III.12.9.1 ; SB., X.5.8.1-3 ; MN., XII. 2. 

16. MS., III. 145. 

17. MMS., I. 1.5. 

18. VS., I. 1.3. 

19. NS., II.1.67. 

20. For an enumeration of all passages cited by the NM in this connection, see H. G. 
Narahari, Indian Culture , VI. 371 ff. 

21. III. 5.11.3a. 

22. cited by NM., loc. cit. 

23. VII.7. 

24. XI.33. 

25. 1.3. 

26. III.6. 28. 

27. MB., p. 5 (Benares Edn.) ; Patafijali’s partiality to the Atharvaveda is further evidenc¬ 
ed by the fact that he cites almost exclusively from this Veda and its ancillary texts. It is a fact 
that is familiar to Sanskrit grammarians that Panini favours the Rgveda, Katyayana, the Yajur- 
veda and Patanjali the Atharvaveda. Patanjali’s leaning towards the AV. is sometimes taken to 
signify that he is an Atharvavedin ; if this is true, there is greater reason to regard Jayanta¬ 
bhatta as an Atharvavedin since his favour to the AV.is, as the present paper shows, quite explicit. 

28. On Jaimini, MMS., I. 1. 27 ; II. 4. 2. 

T.M.V.-3. 
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neglected. There is no sacrificial rite that can proceed unless the different shades 
of opinion found in the different Vakhas are taken into consideration . 29 

It may, however, be argued that the AV. need not be consulted as the Hotr 
priest is expected to be proficient in the Rgveda, the Adhvaryu in the Yajurveda 
and the Udgatr in the Samaveda when rites like the Soma-sacrifice are performed. 
But it is necessary to remember that the Brahma-priest must consult the AV. so 
that he may be able to perform his duties ( atharvavedena brahmatvasya karanat ) 30 
In the GPB 31 it is stated that Prajapati employed four priests, the Hotr , knowing 
the Rgveda, the Adhvaryu , knowing the Yajurveda, the Udgatr , knowing the 
Samaveda, and the Brahman , knowing the Atharvaveda, when he performed the 
Soma-sacrifice, and that, if any one of these four priests is omitted the sacrifice 
will be faulty (yajho risyati). Elsewhere 32 in the same Brahmana it is stated 
that if, in a sacrifice, anything should go wrong, that can be remedied by the 
Atharvaveda ( yajhe yad unarh ca viristam ca yatayamam ca karoti tad atharvanam 
tejasa apyayayati) and that the Brahma-priest can do this by virtue of his knowledge 
of this Veda . 33 

All these practices cannot be dismissed as special to the followers of the AV. 
with which the followers of the Trayi-vidya have nothing to do. For the Trayi- 
vidya is nothing more than the Rg, Yajus and Sdma put together; and since the 
AV. contains passages from all these three Vedas, it has the right to be the text 
of the Brahman in a sacrifice. Should it, however, be argued that there is no neces¬ 
sity for a whole the parts of which can subsist separately, the reply is that the 
AV. is not a mere compilation of the other Vedas, but contains in it the essence 
of all of them ( trayyah sukram bhavati ) 34 and as such cannot be replaced ; it is for 
this reason that it is often 35 called the Brahma-Veda, the Veda of the Brahma- 
priest. 

As for the claims of the Atharva for the name Veda, there is enough evidence 
even in ordinary parlance; 36 when one classifies the Vedic literature into Samhita 
and Brahmana ’ he understands the AV. also by the first division; also if a man says 
that he has studied the Atharvaveda among the Vedas, none of his hearers blame 
him for giving the appellative Veda to the AV. True, the science of medicine 
(Ayurveda) is also called a Veda ; but the subject-matter of the AV. is akin to 
that contained in the other Samhitas and, like any of them, it also treats of Brahma- 
yajha and other *$rauta rites . 37 Yajnavalkya , 38 for instance, says that the brahmin 

29. NM., I. 234 ff. 

30. Ibid., 

31. I. 2.24. 

32. cited in NM., p. 235. 

33. GPB., pp. 106 ff. (Bibliotheca Indica Edn.). 

34. NM., I. 236. 

35. GPB, I. 2.16. 

36. NM., I. 237. 

37. Ibid. 

38. YS., I. 1.44. 
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who studies the Atharvangiras satisfies the gods with fat ( medas) and the manes 
with honey and clarified butter ( pitrrhs ca madhusarpibhyam.) 

It is thus evident that, as a work the authority of which is to be acknowledged, 
as a Vedic text which is useful for self-study (svadhyaya) and finally, as an 
instrument to secure the summum bonum of life, the AV. is on a par with any 
other text in the Vedic canon ( tena pramanatayarh vedasvadhydyasabdavdcyatve 
purusarthasadhanavidhav api catvdraft sama vedah ). 39 If it is necessary to make 
any distinction among the Vedas, the first place must perforce go the the AV. 
which contains 40 the great mantra with which Brahman performed his primeval 
pranava. Also, while those initiated according to the AV. are at liberty to study 
any one of the other Vedas, others, who have not gone through Atharvavedic initi¬ 
ation, have no right to study the AV . 41 


In reality, there is nothing like a private or an exclusive rite of a single Veda, 
for each single rite is based on the authority of all the branches of the Vedic canon. 
It is only those who are not afraid of the consequence of scoffing at a Vedic text 
that would think of making distinctions therein (prthak karanam vedanindapraya- 
scittanirbhayadhiyam eva cetasi parisphurati ). 42 Four are the branches of the 
Vedic tree, each one having numerous offshoots, radiant with countless flowers 
and fruits whose extremely sweet juice is drunk deeply by the eager mouth of 
the priestly singer 43 : 


<reqrf%d : I 





39. NM., I. 237. 

40. GPB., I. 2.16. 

41. NM., loc. cit. 

42. NM., I. 239. 

43. Ibid . 



